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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 6-1 1-2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

1 . The applicant argues that the prior art does not reject the claims. The 
examiner disagrees and must give each claim its broadest, reasonable interpretation. 
He notes that the term "location" is dubious since it can have different meanings when 
discussed within a routed network. Does the term "location" mean the routing address 
of another device or does it empirically mean the "geographical location"? The two 
words can practically be synonymous with each other since an IP Packet contains both 
sender's/receiver's address and said addresses can be used to determine a "routing 
location" for the recipient (eg. the network must know in which direction to route each 
packet so that it can correctly traverse the network). In looking at the prior art 
presented, the RFC presents all information needed to teach routing in a Mobile IP 
network and the differences between home/foreign networks. Hence a network must be 
able to authenticate a user (as in the RFC) whereby authentication is performed by at 
least one (or the closest) certificate authority. The examiner included Tsuda to further 
teach the authentication concepts (as shown in a Mobile IP-routed network including 
users, home/foreign agents and Authentication devices/authorities). Lee was presented 
to further the concept of "location" being a "geographical location" instead of a pure 
routing intelligence (as used by routers). Hence the examiner concludes that the prior 
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art does teach all the limitations of the claims, including location and certificate 
authorities. 

2. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091 , 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

The examiner believes the bulk of the arguments attack the references 
individually since they do not discuss them as presented in a combined form. Clearly a 
large percentage of the claim(s) recite well known Mobile IP routing which uses IP 
Protocol, routing, home/foreign agents and authentication/certification. What the 
examiner believed was "missing" (or at least not well discussed) was the use of 
(geographic) location information and use of said location information for finding a 
nearby certificate authority. The RFC and Tsuda teach the underpinnings of Mobile IP 
and how users are authenticated, data is routed and home/foreign agents. Lee puts 
forth that geographical location can be used for understanding a user's location and 
connecting to a local/optimal network/device/authenticator - clearly Lee contemplates 
using the geographical location to be "..returned by the PMDNS directory server to the 
access network for the setup of communications", which reads on the claims. 

3. Applicant argues that Tsuda (Para 186) teaches use of certificate authorities 
(CA) as being used in addition to AAA servers. The mere disclosure of certificate 
authorities being used is enough to reject the claim since any use of said CA would 
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inherently require tlie designer to include a process whereby they are used to obtain 
certificates, thus they could be a standalone entity or incorporated into the AAA server. 
While the applicant claims the CA's are separate entities, the claims do not state 
empirically how they can/can't be interpreted (eg. as a standalone entity that is not part 
of the AAA server OR authentication concept). 

4. The applicant's arguments (bottom Para of page 25) are quintessential in that 
they fail to show certain features of applicant's invention and it is noted that the features 
upon which applicant relies are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims 
are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read 
into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 

1 993). Tsuda's figure 1 0 clearly shows a mobile user who must contact the foreign 
AAA server for authentication (see how request/response goes to AAA-F #1022). The 
applicant's claims do not empirically state how their "process" works and does not limit 
(or overcome) the design as taught by Tsuda whereby the AAA-F can proxy a request 
for a visiting user. Until the applicant's claims empirically state that ONLY the AAA/CA 
server is providing the data and NO contact is made to another entitv. then Tsuda 
clearly rejects the claim. 

5. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning (page 26), it must be 
recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction 
based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge 
which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made. 
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and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). The examiner is "confused" by the applicant's remarks that a) he is using 
hindsight and that b) the art teaches away from the claims. The prior art of record does 
not teach only "advertising messages" as being used but rather that requests are made 
and responded to (see at least Tsuda, figure 10 for authentication as the user roams). 
The prior art teaches a mobile user using Mobile IP protocol that is inherently required 
to contact various entities (eg. Home/Foreign agents, AAA servers, CA servers, etc) and 
processes are disclosed whereby the location of the user would be included to route 
data to nearby services. 

6. Applicant's arguments regarding claims 6 and 14 are moot since these claims 
are "objected to as containing novel material". 

7. The claim amendments made to claims 32-36 are editorial in nature and do 
not need to be addressed (eg. the CA server can be broadly viewed as an apparatus or 
processor). 

8. The previous rejection is still of record and is maintained/upheld. It is 

not included in this office action since it would be a redundant copy/paste activity. 
Any/all future correspondence should refer to that rejection. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of tine extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen M. D'Agosta whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7862. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, Sam to 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dwayne Bost can be reached on 571-272-7023. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Stephen M. D'Agosta/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



